A PRESIDENTIAL Address at a Society JLM. banquet is like a second dessert: one admires it politely, hesitates to receive it, and hopes that it will quickly pass by. The speaker may therefore be hopeful but not ambitious. He also suffers another constraint: he must remember that there are ladies present. It is not of course that, in these outspoken times, the presence of ladies need have the least effect on the purity of one's diction, the level of one's taste, or the temptation to use four-letter words, like "love." It is rather that most of the ladies are sweethearts and wives, adorable and unprofessional, interested in Endocrinology in a very different way from us. The speaker must therefore be considerate of this qualified interest. There are also the ladies of our profession, the lovely and redoubtable few who wear our badge and speak our language. I ask your permission tonight to take a short respite from scientific rigor and to pay tender tribute to your femininity. My remarks will be brief and they will not be technical.
In January of 1967 I had the honor of being appointed to the Council of the National Endowment for the Humanities. This is one of two advisory and policymaking bodies of the National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities. There is also a National Endowment for the Arts, with its own Council. The word "Endowment" in these titles has a somewhat oldfashioned flavor. It may indicate an attitude of the Congress as patron, but more likely it suggests a special and unusual characteristic of the new agency: Each Endowment may by law accept funds from private sources which can be matched dollar for dollar up to a certain limit with Federal funds made available over and above the regular budget of the Foundation. This interesting device has been very successful in extending the resources of both Endowments.
In establishing the National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities in 1965, Congress at last recognized and declared that it is as much in the national interest to support these activities as it is to support the sciences. In these early days, just as in the case of the National Science Foundation and the National Institutes of Health, support of the Arts and the Humanities has not been large, and the growth of that support has been slow for the same reasons that have recently affected the support of the Sciences. Let me point out, however, that the budget for research and development in the Sciences exceeds that of the Arts and Humanities by many many times. In these fields, there has not yet been the equivalent of Sputnik.
When I first joined the Council of the National Endowment for the Humanities I was interested to discover that its members were much concerned with finding a definition of the Humanities. Our discussions soon made it clear that there are as many possible definitions as there are disciplines, or methods of study, or points of view in respect to values, or, indeed, of expectations of what the Humanities should be. The Chairman of the Endowment, Dr. Barnaby C. Keeney, offers a definition in terms of what a humanist does: " . . .the humanist is one who studies the past in order to understand the present and perhaps to illuminate, but not to predict, the future." This is not a very exciting definition except for one thing: It implies that the learning of the humanist must be a living body of knowledge, with an application to contemporary problems of individuals or of societies. It suggests that the humanist cannot be simply a passive custodian of special knowledge, or an elitist arbiter of values, but that he must be, in the words of another educator, Dr. Harold Taylor, an "organizer of experience." Dr. Keeney has worked hard, and with some success, to persuade some humanists to the active mood of his definition.
The work of the National Endowment for the Humanities is not entirely conventional. As one might expect, part of its resources are devoted to research and publications, and part to fellowships. (Many humanists think that far too small a part is devoted to these purposes. In this respect, as you see, they are quite like scientists.) But in the service of the public interest a still larger part of the resources of the Endowment is devoted to supporting education in the humanities. The education and public programs cover a wide range of projects, both within academic institutions, including the schools, and outside of them. In the schools, for example, the design of new curricula for the humanities is being attempted, through a variety of experimental approaches. Thus, what was done for the science curricula some years ago may also be achieved for the humanities. A National Humanities Faculty of distinguished scholars is being organized to lecture in the schools and to give help and advice in the development of curricula. On the sensible hypothesis that the effectiveness of a museum lies not merely in its contents but mainly in the enterprise, imagination and attitude toward the public of its curators, a vigorous intern training program for museum personnel has been developed. In a number of carefully chosen proposals, the uses of the mass media, television in particular, as vehicles of humanistic knowledge are being explored. The projects are not all large; thus, a little bit of money, given at the right time to a novelist of courage and good will, helped to transform an empty store in Watts into the first of a group of active writers' workshops now flourishing in that distressed community. In all these efforts, in the words of the Chairman, Dr. Keeney, " . . . the Endowment has placed a strong emphasis upon a search for meaning, for education and research that will illuminate the problems faced by society now and in the future, the past history of those problems, their philosophical implications, and the possible use of the knowledge in the solution of the problems." The Council of the Endowment strongly endorses this policy.
This brief introduction will serve to show you, I think, how the National Endowment for the Humanities serves our interest and the national interest. First, it gives encouragement to a large group of scholars who have felt neglected in an age of affluence for science and technology. Second, it improves the opportunities of young scholars to make more rapid progress in their profession. Third, it declares that the benefits of the humanities are not for the few but for the many: it improves the possibilities of a wide range of experiment and experience in public education and appreciation. Fourth, it provides a means of determining public need of the unique services that humanists can offer, and a means of engagement for those humanists who feel that scholarship is not enough. Finally, it may be an essential instrument for promoting the fusion of the two cultures which began shortly after C.P. Snow so eloquently described their "apartness" in the Rede Lectures ten years ago. It is this last point to which we shall give particular attention.
You may recall that the full title of Snow's book was The Two Cultures and the Scientific Revolution. At that time Snow was interested in the point that the development of science and technology made it entirely practicable to help the underdeveloped countries into the modern world if only a) the rulers of the developed countries knew enough science to appreciate its po-tential, and b) they would, in enlightened self-interest, forget their differences and work together for the good of mankind. Ten years have passed, and we are still very far from Snow's desired goal. However, in this country at least, some scientists and some humanists have begun to talk to one another, communicating, as James C. Ackerman recently wrote "maybe better than they used to, and surely better than the older members of either 'culture' communicate with the younger."
Meanwhile, the scientific revolution has gone forward. On its widening front biology has taken its place next to physics and chemistry. If the century up to now may be thought of as the epoch of the energy of the atomic nucleus, its remaining years may well be dominated by the energy of the nucleus of the cell. Comparatively speaking, this energy is minuscule, but it is energy in the service of enduring order: of information about organization, control and programming in living cells; information about replication; information about reproduction. The molecular basis of this information is known, and the ways of manipulating it are better understood every day. With further mastery of this knowledge it may become possible to repair some genetic defects, to make men whole again in quite a new sense. Beyond this beneficent prospect, however, studies of the physiology of the cell and of its nucleus suggest possibilities of a very different kind. I dramatize one of these for you by quoting an excerpt from the diary of a traveler of the future, a man who for 50 years had, like Rip Van Winkle, been out of touch with modern life:
My guide drew me through an archway into a great quadrangle surrounded by dormitory buildings offering a dozen identical entrances to the open pavement. Just then, the unearthly pure tone of an electronic annunciator sounded the hour, one of the doors near us opened, and, led by a man in the same costume as that of my guide, a hundred tall young men marched out onto the quadrangle and came to a halt in an orderly column. I remarked to my guide on the uniformity of their appearance. He smiled at me and said: "Come closer." As we drew near, I saw to my astonishment a hundred identical handsome faces, a hundred pairs of identical blue eyes under the same fair brows, gazing at me blandly. I turned to my guide in wild surmise. He nodded. "They are perfect replicas, fingerprint, footprint and freckle. We call this one the Clark manifold, but it will soon be given a number." I hope that I have made a little shiver go down your spine. Some of you may say: "Pooh! This is a monstrous extrapolation of games with newts and frogs." I hope so. But I remind you that the great Lord Rutherford, who by his own admission made and stayed upon the crest of the wave of modern physics in the first part of this century, did not think that the unleashing of nuclear energy could be achieved. I suggest to you that, in the light of the possibilities of biological research for man, we need and shall need all the wisdom that our colleagues who study the ways of man can muster to our aid.
There is another cell nucleus that is our friend and is becoming our enemy: the nucleus of the human spermatozoon. The spermatozoon is an ancient device for information transfer. It is a microscopic missile of the inner space of our species, a component of a very old but highly sophisticated version of the multiple re-entry vehicle, overwhelming in its abundance, and appallingly effective. It is responsible in our time for what our colleague, Dr. Roy Greep, has called, in a recent article, "Prevalence of People." There are too many people in the world now, and too many more are coming, at an increasing rate. You will observe that I indict the male gamete rather than the female. There are three reasons for this. First, I am fond of eggs, and I cannot help regarding any egg as essentially friendly. Second, I have a high regard for the capacity of women to grasp the essential facts in a situation of crisis, when it is clearly explained to them how they must act in their own behalf, for the health and welfare of their children, and for the benefit of other women. Third, nearly every society in the world was organized by men, is dominated by men, and is suffused with male attitudes, most of them charac-terized by an overweening self-regard. This illustrates one large dimension of a problem of many dimensions, very clearly set forth in Dr. Greep's article. He makes the point that "if feasibility and know-how were the only considerations, total infertility could be imposed on virtually the whole human race in a matter of months." As we have learned on a number of sobering occasions in the last decade, science and technology are in themselves not enough to guarantee the solutions to many of our problems. In the particular issue of the unrestrained growth of populations, every resource must be brought to bear, including those resources of knowledge of ways, customs, attitudes and effective means of persuasion of the peoples of the world, that are commanded by our colleagues whose business it is to study the ways of men.
We may yet be grateful for the creation, even at so late a date, of the National Endowment for the Humanities. The samples that I have given you, only a few among many, show that for biologists at least there are good reasons for developing a text on the human use of humanists. It is not yet quite clear how this can best be done. At the very least, biologists and humanists, preferably quite young ones, should be talking to one another. The Endowment will welcome and may support any proposals from individuals, groups or societies suggesting ways and means for mounting a joint attack on the urgent problems of mankind.
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